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To Our Federal Representatives: 

The Obama Administration’s fiscal year 2012 budget proposal outlines a major restructuring of
the federal transportation program, squarely asking Congress to take up multi-year surface
transportation authorization this year.  MTC urges you to do so and to raise user fees to match
the funding levels proposed by the President. 

The Obama Administration’s proposal for authorization is on target in the following respects: 
•  It greatly increases federal investment in transportation 
•  It simplifies programs and increases flexibility 
•  It places a greater priority on restoring our existing transportation system to a state of 

good repair

However, the proposal contains a glaring omission — it lacks a program focused on the economic
engines of America, the metropolitan areas where the vast majority of America’s jobs are located
and as a result, the source of our greatest transportation challenges. 

By investing in metropolitan areas and holding such areas accountable for achieving specific per-
formance measures, Congress can let each metropolitan area determine its own top priorities for
mobility, whether it be restoring an aging rail system to a safe state of good repair, or building a
dedicated truck-only lane to improve safety and speed up the flow of goods. 

In 2010, amidst a prolonged recession, voters in metropolitan areas across America stepped up to
invest in transportation, approving 44 out of 57 new transportation tax measures — a 77 percent
success rate.  Congress should reward and encourage this commitment to “self-help” through a
stronger partnership with the nation’s metropolitan areas. The 65 percent of U.S. citizens who 
reside in metropolitan areas with a population over 1 million deserve nothing less.   

Sincerely, 

Adrienne Tissier
Chair
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According to a 2009 study by the American Asso-
ciation of State Highway and Transportation Offi-
cials (AASHTO), one-third of the nation’s major
highways, including interstates, freeways and major
roads, are in poor or mediocre condition. This
makes for not just an unpleasant, and in some cases,
unsafe ride for motorists; it also adds an estimated
$750 a year to the cost of operating a vehicle for
motorists.  

For transit, USDOT estimates that an investment of
almost $16 billion per year is needed to maintain cur-
rent conditions, while $22 billion is needed to ex-
pand and improve performance, more than double
the current federal funding levels. We can’t possibly
meet our environmental and sustainability goals if
our transit systems are falling to pieces.

5

21ST CENTURY INFRASTRUCTURE: THE KEY TO RESTORING 
AMERICA’S COMPETITIVE EDGE 

4

MTC joins President Obama and key Congres-
sional leaders in supporting greater investment
in our nation’s transportation infrastructure. As
a nation, we have invested trillions of dollars in
building an intricate network of roads, railroads,
transit systems, seaports and airports that col-
lectively constitute our national transportation
system. Yet, in the last several decades we have
fallen behind and allowed our infrastructure to
deteriorate to unacceptable levels. 

Congress can help reverse this trend. Simply by
restoring the user fee principle that has long been
the hallmark of the federal transportation pro-
gram, Congress can increase infrastructure spend-
ing while reducing the nation’s deficit. See page 10
for further discussion of how to go about this.

In the Bay Area, where two-thirds of our trans-
portation funding is generated locally and region-
ally, we face a $40 billion shortfall over the next 25

years for transit capital replacement and roadway
maintenance, as shown in the table below. 

Nationwide, $79 billion per year is needed just to
preserve the highway system in its current condi-
tion, while more than $132 billion is needed to im-
prove conditions, according to the United States
Department of Transportation (USDOT). This is
over three times the current funding levels.

M e t ro p o l i t a n  Tr a n s p o r t a t i o n  C o m m i s s i o n

About one-third of the 42,500 local road miles in the Bay Area have
pavement that is classified as “at risk,” “poor” or “failed.” To bring
the entire system to a state of good repair would require boosting 
annual funding from $350 million to $1 billion through 2035. 

American Society of Civil Engineers
2009 Report Card

Grade Point Average: D

Roads: D-

Bridges: C

Transit: D

Rail: C-

3 2 n d  A n n u a l  R e p o r t  t o  C o n g r e s s

Funding Shortfalls in the San Francisco 
Bay Area
(in billions of year-of-expenditure $)

Maintenance
Total 
Need

Expected 
Funding 
Available Shortfall

Local Streets
and Roads

$34.5 $23.3 $11.2

Transit Capital
Replacement

$40.3 $24.2 $16.1

State Highway
Maintenance

$17.0 $4.0 $13.0

TOTAL $91.8 $51.5 $40.3

“The�third�step�in�winning�the�future�is�rebuilding
America.�To�attract�new�businesses�to�our�shores,
we�need�the�fastest,�most�reliable�ways�to�move�peo-
ple,�goods,�and�information�—�from�high-speed�rail
to�high-speed�internet.”

—  Barack Obama
2011 State of the Union address

The national commitment to maintain our
transportation system in a state of good
repair should have the following elements:

> It should be performance-driven, 
cost-effective and multimodal. 

> It should reward states, metropolitan 
areas and transit agencies that demon-
strate progress in reducing maintenance
backlogs.

> It should establish a ten-year target to 
restore the nation’s surface transportation
infrastructure to a state of good repair.

How to Get There From Here
> As a starting point, the bill should man-

date that USDOT conduct a comprehen-
sive assessment for bringing our federally
significant transportation infrastructure 
into a state of good repair.

> In the interim period before the study 
is completed, funds should be allocated 
to states, metropolitan areas and transit
agencies using need-based highway and
transit formulas, with a requirement that a
minimum level of funds be dedicated to
restoring the transportation system to a
state of good repair. 

Bridge tolls paid by Bay Area drivers make up the majority of funding
for the new East Span of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge.

Source: Change in Motion: Transportation 2035 Plan 
for the San Francisco Bay Area, MTC, 2009. 
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ance objectives of the federal transportation program,
whether through investment in transit, highway, freight, or
bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 

Emerging Mega-Regions Across The United States

We urge Congress to significantly strengthen the
federal partnership with the American people by
boosting transportation funding to the areas
where most of us live, work and — more often
than not — find ourselves stuck in traffic 
congestion: the metropolitan regions of America.

Investing a larger share of federal transportation
funds in our metropolitan areas will focus on the key
drivers of prosperity: high-value jobs, educated
workers, and institutions of higher learning. 

Simply put, funds invested in cost effective 
improvements to the transportation network in
metropolitan areas generate substantial benefits
by reducing congestion and boosting economic
productivity. 

In a global economy, America is competing with
other nations to attract and retain the people and
companies that will develop the technological inno-
vations of tomorrow. Transportation investments can
play a major role in this effort by improving the qual-
ity of life in our metropolitan areas, which in turn en-
hances their economic competitiveness. The benefits
from enhanced investment in our metropolitan areas
accrue not just to those areas, but to the nation as
a whole. 

We recommend development of a Metro Mobility
Program that breaks out of the modally-based
funding programs that dominate federal law today,
and instead allows metro areas to determine for
themselves the best way to achieve the perform-

Land Area

Population and Economy

Innovation

Human Capital

Infrastructure

National Total

Major Metros Aggregate Fundamental Drivers of Prosperity and Generate 75 Percent of U.S. GDP
Percentage of National Activity in 100 Largest Metro Areas, Various Indicators, 2005

Land Area  12%
Population  65%

Research Universities  67%

Graduate Degree Holders  75%
Knowledge Economy Jobs  76%

Patents  78%

R&D Employment  81%
NIH/NSF Funding  82%
Air Passenger Boardings  92%

Venture Capital Funding  94%
Public Transit Passenger Miles  95%

National Total

Jobs  68%
Foreign Seaport Tonnage  72%

Air Cargo  79%

76

METROPOLITAN MOBILITY: 
SETTING GOALS, ACHIEVING RESULTS 

M e t ro p o l i t a n  Tr a n s p o r t a t i o n  C o m m i s s i o n 3 2 n d  A n n u a l  R e p o r t  t o  C o n g r e s s

Major Metros Contain the Fundamental Drivers of Prosperity — 
65 Percent of the Nation’s Population and 75 Percent of U.S. GDP
Percentage of National Activity in 100 Largest Metro Areas, Various Indicators, 2005

Economic activity in the U.S. is becoming increasingly concentrated in closely linked groups of 
metropolitan areas, referred to as “megaregions.” This will intensify pressures on already congested
commute and freight corrridors. 

Exhibit 2: Emerging megaregions in the U.S.

Source: Regional Plan Association

6 million+
3 to 6 
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1 to 3 
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Metro Area Population

Southern 
California

Northern 
California

Cascadia

Arizona Sun

Texas 
Triangle

Corridor

Gulf Coast
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Northeast

Midwest

Congress should create a Metro Mobility
Program that:

> Provides accountability through perform-
ance objectives consistent with national
goals for congestion relief, access to tran-
sit, air quality and climate change. 

> Provides direct-funding allocation to major
metro areas with a population of 
1 million or more.

> Establishes flexible project eligibility to 
assure that the most effective projects are
selected.

> Requires the same local match and project
screening requirements regardless of the
type of project.

How to Get There From Here
> Fund a national Metro Mobility Program by

redirecting revenues that are now allocated
to the Congestion Mitigation and Air
Quality (CMAQ) Program and the Surface
Transportation Program (STP), as well as
any proposed growth in the Federal 
Transit Administration’s formula programs
above the current funding levels.

> Funds should flow to a single metropolitan
planning organization in each metropolitan
region.
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In the San Francisco Bay Area, nearly 1.4 million trips are taken
on transit every weekday.
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Over the next two years, MTC and ABAG will 
develop various transportation investment and
land-use scenarios to help assess which approach
performs the best relative to the targets. Once the
plan is adopted, we will periodically measure
progress toward the performance targets to help
guide future planning and investment decisions.

M e t ro p o l i t a n  Tr a n s p o r t a t i o n  C o m m i s s i o n8

The Bay Area Embraces a Performance
Based Approach
In January 2011, MTC, in partnership with the 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) , set
10 bold performance targets for our next regional
transportation plan, Plan Bay Area, slated for
adoption in April 2013. The targets reflect a more
comprehensive approach that will be taken in this
plan, as a result of changes to state law which now
requires the plan to incorporate greenhouse gas
reduction targets and housing policy.

The 10 performance targets were chosen to ensure
that the transportation and land use decisions
made by local agencies help advance key regional
goals, such as healthy and safe communities, eco-
nomic vitality and equitable access. The perform-
ance targets for 2035 (compared to a 2005 base
year) include:

METROPOLITAN MOBILITY: 
SETTING GOALS, ACHIEVING RESULTS  ( c o n t i n u e d )

1 Reduce� per-capita� carbon
dioxide�emissions�from�cars
and� light� duty� trucks�by� 15
percent�

2�House� 100�percent�of� the
region’s�projected�25-year
growth� by� income� level
without�displacing�current

low-income
residents

3�Reduce�premature�deaths
from�exposure� to�particu-
late�emissions�—�10�percent
for� fine� particulates� (PM
2.5)� and� 30� percent� for
coarse� particulate� emis-
sions�(PM�10)

—��Achieve�greater�reductions
in�highly�impacted�areas

9�Decrease� by� 10� percent
vehicle�miles�traveled�per
capita� and� average�per-

trip�travel
time� for
non-auto
modes�

4�Reduce�by�50�percent�the
number�of�injuries�and�fa-
talities� from�all� collisions 7�Decrease�by�10�percent�the

share�of� low-income�and
lower-middle�income�resi-
dents’�household� income
consumed�by� transporta-
tion�and�housing

8�Increase� gross� regional
product�(GRP)�by�90�per-
cent�—�an�average�annual

growth� rate
of� approxi-
mately�2�per-
cent�(in�cur-�
rent�dollars)

5�Increase�the�average�daily
time�walking�or�biking�for
transportation�by�60�per-
cent,� for� an� average� of�
15� minutes� per� person�
per�day

6�Direct�all�non-agricultural
development� within� the
urban� footprint� (existing
urban� development� and�
urban�growth�boundaries)

3 2 n d  A n n u a l  R e p o r t  t o  C o n g r e s s

10Maintain� the
transportation
system� in� a
state� of� good
repair
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need to be about six percent (at a national average
gasoline price of $3 per gallon).

This solution meets three critical tests:

>  It does not raise taxes.

>  It does not worsen the federal deficit.

> It closes the gap in the growing federal surface
transportation program.

Congress can simultaneously address the im me-
diate crisis in transportation funding and help
reduce the nation’s fiscal deficit.

Revenues from the federal fuel tax are no longer suf-
ficient to meet the obligations of the HTF, and ad-
ditional public funding is needed. Private capital
can play a larger role in funding future transportation
improvements, but much of the HTF’s obligation in-
volves rehabilitating the existing transportation sys-
tem — an area unlikely to attract private dollars
seeking a return on invested capital.

Transportation’s Twin Crises  
1. The HTF’s revenue stream cannot meet current

authorized levels and has become dependent
on General Fund bailouts. Congress has trans-
ferred $35 billion from the General Fund in 2008
and 2009 to maintain the existing program
through 2011.

2. Even current authorized levels are insufficient to
maintain our infrastructure in good repair, let
alone provide for modern improvements. 

In recent years, two separate, bipartisan commis-
sions examined this issue and concluded that it
would be necessary to increase federal-highway user
fees to generate the funds needed to maintain the
federal highway network.1

Both panels identified a higher gas tax — after eval-
uating 30 possible options — as the only plausible al-
ternative for increasing revenues in the short term.
Yet, Administration and Congressional resistance to
this approach remains strong.

We urge Congress to replace the current federal
excise (per gallon) taxes on gasoline and diesel
fuel with a fixed sales tax initially set on a 
revenue-neutral basis. 

Despite favorable recommendations from a series
of congressional and presidential commissions, 
resistance to raising fuel excise tax rates is long-
standing, bipartisan and persistent whether fuel
prices are high or low and whether the economy is
booming or suffering a downturn. We need to
break free of this revenue stalemate.

A New Approach: Sales Tax Conversion
One way out of the current downward spiral would
be to convert the fuel excise taxes to a sales tax on
fuel, initially on a revenue-neutral basis. The federal
excise taxes on gasoline and diesel fuel are re-
sponsible for about 90 percent of the revenue de-
posited in the Highway Trust Fund (HTF), the main
source of funding for the federal highway and tran-
sit program. The current excise tax rates of 18
cents per gallon on gasoline and 24 cents per gal-

lon on diesel fuel have not been adjusted by Con-
gress since 1993. Since then, these federal user
fees have lost more than one-third of their pur-
chasing power due to inflation and greater fuel 
efficiency (see chart below).

In order to generate equivalent revenue to the
current federal excise tax, the sales tax rate would

10

PAYING THE BILL: RESTORE THE USER FEE SYSTEM

Gas/Diesel Excise Tax Purchasing Power, 1993–2011

10

15

20

25

2011*200920072005200320011999199719951993

Diesel

Gasoline

D
o

lla
rs

??
??

* Estimated

Represents a 
37 percent reduction 

C
en

ts
 p

er
 G

al
lo

n

-50
-40
-30
-20
-10
0

10
20
30
40
50
60

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Gap Between Baseline Funding and HTF Receipts

Current Law Baseline Funding

HTF Receipts

HTF Deficit

B
ill

io
ns

 o
f 

D
o

lla
rs

1  Transportation for Tomorrow, report issued in 2007 by the National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission; and Paying Our Way: A New
Framework for Transportation Finance, report issued in 2009 by the National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission.

Fuel Sales Taxes Outpace Excise Taxes

Evidence that a sales tax is a better approach
can be found in California and Georgia.

> In California, from 2004 to 2009, annual
revenues from its 5 percent sales tax on
gasoline increased by 60 percent while 
revenues from its 18-cents-per-gallon 
excise tax dropped by 7 percent.

> In Georgia, from 2004 to 2009, annual 
revenues from sales tax on fuels increased 
by 78 percent, while excise tax revenue was
virtually unchanged.

M e t ro p o l i t a n  Tr a n s p o r t a t i o n  C o m m i s s i o n
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Like all policy proposals, the idea of replacing
fuel excise taxes with a sales tax on fuel has
both advantages and disadvantages. In this
case, the former clearly outnumber the latter.

Advantages
> The principal advantage is that a sales tax is

self-indexing and has the potential to end di-
visive debates on a needed baseline level of
infrastructure funding that does not erode
over time due to inflation.

> This proposal represents a funding source that
will likely grow when world oil prices increase
as China, India and other newly industrialized
countries pressure the oil markets. 

> Although the sales tax for excise tax swap is to
be imposed on a revenue-neutral basis, pop-
ular perception will be that a single-digit sales
tax is replacing an excise tax in the high teens
and low twenties.

> Any General Fund support needed to meet
the sales-tax “floor” could be repaid, and
amounts over the HTF revenue “ceiling” could
be used for General Fund deficit reduction.

> The existing federal excise taxes have low col-
lection costs and low rates of evasion because
they are imposed on relatively few taxpayers
early in the fuel supply chain. Unlike a broad-
based vehicle miles traveled (VMT) fee or
other forms of road tolling, a sales tax on fuel
could be imposed in the same way in order to
hold down collection costs. Several states al-
ready impose a sales tax on fuels and have ex-
perience in this method of tax collection.

Disadvantages
> Fuel prices are highly variable in the short

term, and sales tax revenue will fall when
prices decline and will rise when prices in-
crease. The “floor” and “ceiling” mechanism
described above can moderate these revenue
swings.

> Revenue generated by a fuel sales tax is 
dependent on the amount of fuel purchased
and would be negatively affected by im-
provements to fuel economy and reductions in
driving due to gas price spikes. However, by
comparison to the current excise tax, which
loses value every year due to inflation, a fuel
sales tax can better maintain its purchasing
power over time. 

Addressing Fuel Price Volatility
Because the price of fuel can vary, Congress
could establish a floor and a ceiling for funds
generated by the sales tax to flow into the HTF. 

> A floor would be the authorized highway and
transit funding levels, and would be guaran-
teed by limited infusions from the General
Fund if necessary. 

> A ceiling would establish an upper range for
sales tax generations to the HTF in case of
dramatic escalations in the price of fuel. 

Amounts between the floor and ceiling could
function similarly to revenue-aligned budget 
authority for transportation projects under cur-
rent law. Amounts in excess of the ceiling would
spill over into the General Fund to reduce the

federal deficit. Accordingly, the General Fund
would cover the downside price risk for the HTF,
but would benefit from the upside price poten-
tial above the ceiling.

On a revenue-neutral basis in the first year, rev-
enues are expected to be unchanged. As fuel
prices increase according to U.S. Department of
Energy forecasts over the next six years, cumu-
lative revenues flowing into the HTF by 2016
would increase by $44 billion as compared to
the current excise tax.

As shown in the chart below, the potential net
new revenue that could be generated by a switch
to a federal sales tax on motor fuels nearly closes
the forecast HTF shortfall over the next five years.

PAYING THE BILL: RESTORE THE USER FEE SYSTEM  ( c o n t i n u e d )
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By shifting from a per-gallon tax to a sales tax on fuel, Congress
can maintain the user-fee principle that has characterized federal
transportation funding for generations.
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We urge Congress to approve the President’s 

$8 billion request for high-speed rail in the fiscal

year 2012 budget, and to support the Adminis-

tration’s proposed $53 billion multi-year high-

speed rail program through fiscal year 2017. 

While the current fiscal climate may give Congress
pause, when it comes to investing in rail infra-
structure, other nations are leaping ahead of the
U.S. Through significant high-speed rail invest-
ment, Congress can help reverse this trend, create
thousands of well-paying American jobs, and lay a
foundation for the future prosperity of our nation
and its metropolitan areas.

After more than a decade of planning, California’s

high-speed train system is now under construc-

tion. The $2.9 billion in federal funds to date comes

on top of $10 billion approved by California voters

in November 2008. 

Civic and transportation leaders representing the

San Francisco/Silicon Valley Corridor have joined

together to prepare the historic Caltrain rail corri-

dor along the San Francisco Peninsula

for a new level of service appropriate

for high-speed rail between San Fran-

cisco and Los Angeles/Anaheim. 

The San Francisco/Silicon Valley
Corridor
In response to recent federal funding
opportunities, MTC coordinated devel-
opment of the San Francisco/Silicon Val-
ley Corridor Investment Strategy with
key public agencies in the corridor. The
Strategy performs well against all major
criteria contained in the Obama Admin-
istration’s Vision for High-Speed Rail re-
leased in April 2009. 

Transit-oriented developments are planned near the Diridon Station in San Jose.

Bay Area Connections in Top Ten
A 2009 study, “Where High-Speed Rail Works Best,”
found that connections between San Francisco and
San Jose to Los Angeles ranked in the top ten of the
best U.S. city pairs for high-speed rail (see list at left).
The study evaluated nearly 30,000 city pairs to de-
termine their suitability for high-speed rail invest-
ment on the basis of various criteria, including
congestion, population and metropolitan gross do-
mestic product.

Building the Peninsula Corridor in Phases
The strategy for achieving this vision calls for a
phased approach to implementing a number of
capital projects. Phase 1 has already begun, with
construction of the underground-level train station
and mezzanine for the Transbay Transit Center in
San Francisco. This project has a total capital budget
of $1.2 billion, including $400 in federal high-speed
rail funds from ARRA. 

The next step is the construction of a federally re-
quired safety program called Positive Train Control.
Estimated to cost $230 million, positive train con-
trol is a communications and signaling system that
allows optimal performance along a corridor, while
significantly reducing the possibility of accidents.

Future Phases
Next steps include electrifying the entire Caltrain
corridor, building grade separations at key Peninsula
locations and the first increment of the new Diridon
Station in downtown San Jose.  

In response to concerns raised by local residents,
MTC is committed to working with all Peninsula 
interests to articulate specific improvements that
bring quieter, faster and less polluting rail service
while protecting the character of existing 
communities.  

The new Transbay Transit Center in San Francisco will
feature rooftop gardens.
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“Two�sections�of�the�alignment,�namely
San� Francisco� to� San� Jose� and� Los�
Angeles�to�Anaheim,�…offer�great�oppor-
tunity�for�phased�implementation�that
can�also�bring�benefits�to�existing�serv-
ices…�We�will�be�working�with�the�local
and�regional�agencies�and�the�commu-
nities� to� incorporate� a� phased� imple-
mentation� approach� into� the� project
environmental�documents.”

—  Roelof van Ark, CEO 
California High-Speed Rail Authority,

February 3, 2011

H I G H - S P E E D  R A I L  P I C K S  U P  S P E E D :  
SAN FRANCISCO/SILICON VALLEY CORRIDOR INVESTMENT STRATEGY
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Because of the economic downturn, 2010 turned
out to be a highly favorable bidding environ-
ment, with both new retrofit projects coming in
significantly below engineers’ estimates. The An-
tioch Bridge project is slated for completion in
May 2012, and the Dumbarton retrofit is sched-
uled to wrap up in September 2013. 

Replacement of the 2.2-mile Bay Bridge East Span 
remains on target for completion by December
2013. In addition to the SAS project—which, at
1,263 feet, will be the longest such bridge in the
world — work is now underway on the Yerba
Buena Island transition structures and the roughly
1,000-foot eastbound portion of the Oakland
touchdown structure. 

The westbound portion of the Oakland touchdown
was completed in June 2010, while the twin bridges
of the 1.2-mile Skyway section were completed in
2008. Construction highlights for 2011 will include
completion of the SAS tower and installation of the
remaining SAS roadway deck sections.

All eight of the other seismic retrofit projects — re-
placement of the Bay Bridge West Approach in San
Francisco and retrofits of the Bay Bridge West
Span, the 1962 Benicia-Martinez Bridge, the 1958
Carquinez Bridge, the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge
and the San Mateo-Hayward Bridge, as well as
the Vincent Thomas Bridge in Los Angeles and
the San Diego-Coronado Bridge — have been
completed.

BAY AREA NEARS HOME STRETCH ON SEISMIC SAFETY PROGRAM

Huge strides were taken in 2010 toward 
completion of the $9 billion Toll Bridge Seismic
Retrofit Program, overseen by the Bay Area Toll
Authority (BATA) — MTC’s sister agency — 
Caltrans and the California Transportation 
Commission. Most dramatic, the first three 
segments of the iconic 525-foot self-anchored 
suspension (SAS) tower of the new East Span 
of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge were 
installed. In addition, the first 20 of 28  perma-
nent deck sections were lifted into place.

Thanks to the Legislature’s 2009 passage of AB
1175 (Torlakson) allowing for an additional toll in-
crease, construction work also began last year on
retrofits of the Antioch and Dumbarton bridges.
Because the 1.8-mile Antioch Bridge (built in 1978)
and the 1.6-mile Dumbarton Bridge (1982) were
comparatively new when the Toll Bridge Seismic
Retrofit Program originally was established, neither
was included in initial seismic studies. A two-year
evaluation completed in 2008 by BATA and Cal-
trans revealed that both bridges need significant
strengthening to protect public safety. The new toll
schedule — which for the first time includes con-
gestion pricing on the Bay Bridge — went into ef-
fect in July 2010.

Antioch Bridge piers fitted with construction scaffolding

While most of the seismic retrofit work on the Dumbar-
ton Bridge (above) is below the deck, progress on the
New East Span of the Bay Bridge has gone vertical
with the installation of the new span’s tower (below).

C
al

tr
an

s

C
al

tr
an

s

B
ar

rie
 R

ok
ea

ch
 ©

20
11

 w
w

w
.ro

ke
ac

hp
ho

to
.c

om

Progress on the construction of the New East Span of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge
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MTC and Transit Agencies Launch Clipper 
2010 was a breakthrough year for the Bay Area’s
regional transit smart card, Clipper. Launched last
June as part of a renaming from the TransLink®

moniker in use since 2002, the distinctive blue and
white cards proved to be an immediate hit, with
average weekday boardings soaring from 60,000
at the time of the launch to more than 300,000 by
year-end. 

The card gives travelers a
seamless experience
when paying for public
transit on SFMTA, BART,
AC Transit, Caltrain,
Golden Gate Transit &
Ferry, SamTrans and

Santa Clara VTA. To-
gether these opera-
tors carry more than 
90 percent of all Bay
Area transit passengers.
Eventually, passengers
will be able to use the

Clipper card on all major Bay
Area transit systems.

Bay Area 511: Mobility at the Leading Edge
MTC’s award-winning 511 traveler information
system generates more than 400,000 phone calls
and over 2 million Web visits each month. With a
range of features unequalled by 511 systems any-
where else, the Bay Area’s multi-modal service ex-
panded further into the mobile environment in
2010, making the whole suite of 511 services —
from traffic conditions to transit routes, sched-
ules and fares to carpooling and bicycling op-
tions — available on mobile devices at m.511.org. 

Real-time transit departure predictions are now
available for SFMTA, BART, AC Transit, WestCAT
and (in early 2011) SamTrans, via the Web or by
text message. A newly launched website provides
511 data for software developers designing new
applications to help make 511 even more useful
for Bay Area travelers.

The Clipper card 
speeds up fare pay-
ment and eases the
hassle of transfers be-
tween different transit systems. 

Variable Tolls Promise Congestion Relief
In July 2010, congestion pricing debuted on the
San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, courtesy of
the Bay Area Toll Authority (BATA), which is
staffed and overseen by MTC. BATA’s move was
timed to coincide with a general toll increase on
all state-owned bridges in the region. For all
bridges except the Bay Bridge, automobile tolls
were increased $1 to a uniform $5 toll level. On
the Bay Bridge, however, drivers now pay a pre-
mium — $6 — to cross during peak commute
periods on weekday mornings and afternoons.
At other times Monday through Friday, the toll
drops to $4, sending a signal to drivers that it
pays to delay their trips to the off-peak or try
transit. On weekends, a flat $5 toll is in force.

Congestion pricing is also the operating principle
behind the region’s first express lane, opened in
September 2010 by the Alameda County Trans-
portation Commission on a 14-mile stretch of
southbound Interstate 680 along the Sunol Grade.
On weekdays between the hours of 5 A.M. and 
8 P.M., solo drivers can now choose to avoid con-
gestion along this route by paying a variable toll
(via FasTrak®) to use the carpool lane. The toll is
higher when traffic is heavy, and lower when it 
is light; carpools always travel free in the I-680 
express lane. More express lanes are coming to
the Bay Area in 2011, and MTC is planning a net-
work comprising 500 miles of express lanes over
the next 20 years.

A sign above the toll booths at the San Francisco-
Oakland Bay Bridge clearly displays “$6” — the toll
now in effect during weekday morning and afternoon
commute periods on this bridge.

19M e t ro p o l i t a n  Tr a n s p o r t a t i o n  C o m m i s s i o n18
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Tolls charged during the morning commute on the I-680 Express
Lane range from $1 to $7.50, depending on the level of congestion.
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Bay Area transit riders can use 
the 511 system to get real-time
departure information for the next bus, 
train or streetcar.
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B AY  A R E A  PA RT N E R S H I P

Transit Operators
Alameda-Contra Costa Transit
District (AC Transit)
Mary V. King 510.891.4875

Bay Area Rapid Transit District
(BART)
Dorothy Dugger 510.464.6060

Bay Area Water Emergency 
Transit Authority
Nina Rannells 415.291.3377

Central Contra Costa Transit 
Authority (County Connection)
Rick Ramacier 925.680.2050

Eastern Contra Costa Transit 
Authority (Tri Delta)
Jeanne Krieg 925.754.6622

Golden Gate Bridge, Highway & 
Transportation District
Denis J. Mulligan 415.923.2203

Livermore Amador Valley Transit 
Authority (WHEELS)
Paul Matsuoka 925.455.7555

San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency (SFMTA)
Nathaniel P. Ford 415.701.4720

San Mateo County Transit District
(SamTrans)/ Peninsula Corridor
Joint Powers Board (Caltrain)
Michael J. Scanlon 650.508.6221

Santa Clara Valley Transportation 
Authority (VTA)
Michael T. Burns 408.321.5559

Santa Rosa Transit
Jason Parrish 707.543.3333

Sonoma County Transit
Bryan Albee 707.585.7516

Transbay Joint Powers Authority
Maria Ayerdi-Kaplan 415.597.4620

Western Contra Costa Transit
Authority
Charles Anderson 510.724.3331

Solano County Transit (SolTrans)
Phil McGuire 707.424.6075

Airports and Seaports
Port of Oakland
Omar R. Benjamin 510.627.1210

Livermore Municipal Airport
Leander Hauri 925.373.5280

Regional Agencies
Association of Bay Area 
Governments
Ezra Rapport 510.464.7927

Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District
Jack P. Broadbent 415.749.5052

Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission
Steve Heminger 510.817.5810

San Francisco Bay Conservation
& Development Commission
Will Travis 415.352.3653

Congestion Management
Agencies
Alameda County Transportation
Commission
Arthur L. Dao 510.350.2329

Contra Costa Transportation 
Authority
Randell H. Iwasaki 925.256.4724

Transportation Authority 
of Marin
Dianne Steinhauser 415.226.0820

Napa County Transportation and 
Planning Agency
Paul W. Price 707.259.8634

San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority
José Luis Moscovich 415.522.4803

City/County Association of Gov-
ernments of San Mateo County
Richard Napier 650.599.1420

Santa Clara Valley Transportation 
Authority (VTA)
Michael T. Burns 408.321.5559

Solano Transportation Authority
Daryl K. Halls 707.424.6007

Sonoma County Transportation 
Authority
Suzanne Smith 707.565.5373

Public Works Departments
City of San Jose
Dave Sykes 408.535.8444

County of Sonoma
Phillip Demery 707.565.3580

County of Alameda
Daniel Woldesenbet 510.670.5455

City of San Mateo
Larry A. Patterson 650.522.7303

State Agencies
California Air Resources Board
James N. Goldstene 916.445.4383

California Highway Patrol,
Golden Gate Division
Teresa Becher 707.648.4180

California Transportation 
Commission
Bimla Rhinehart 916.654.4245

Caltrans District 4
Bijan Sartipi 510.286.5900

Federal Agencies
Environmental Protection
Agency, Region 9
Jared Blumenfeld 415.947.8702

Federal Highway Administration, 
California Division
Walter C. Waidelich, Jr. 916.498.5014

Federal Transit Administration, 
Region 9
Leslie T. Rogers 415.744.3133 

The Bay Area Partnership Board is a coalition of the top staff 
of various regional transportation agencies and environmental
protection agencies. The Partnership provides a forum for 
discussion of key transportation issues facing the region in order
to improve the overall efficiency and operation of the Bay Area's
transportation network. 
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Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA  94607-4700

TEL 510.817.5700
FAX 510.817.5848
TTY/TDD 510.817.5769 
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